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Abstract 
The literature review proposes the link between strategic 
orientations and organizational performance is 
inconsistent in different contexts and implies that this 
link is further needed to be explored though mediating or 
moderating effect. This study explains the concepts of 
two most referred strategic orientations, i.e. market and 
entrepreneurial orientations and proposes rational 
relationship of each with organizational performance. 
Further the study explores moderating influence of two 
primary structures (mechanistic and organic) on the 
relationship between strategic orientation 
(entrepreneurial and marketing) and organizational 
performance.  
Keywords  
Strategic orientation, entrepreneurial orientation, 
market orientation, organizational performance, 
mechanistic structure, organic structure  
Introduction  
Strategic orientation is referred as the 
direction objectified by an organization to form 
activities for the continuous superior performance 
(Narver & Slater, 1990). Throughout the years, 
scholars have developed diverse constructs to 
clarify and elaborate the nature of their adaptation. 
Recently, scholars have focused to explore the 
connections between these orientations, turning 
into a developing stream of literature considering 
diverse orientations as integral constructs that exist 
inside the organizations and at the same time 
jointly reinforce the organizational performance 
(Grinstein, 2008; Hakala, 2011). The multi-
orientation studies are proposed instead of single, 
as combination of orientations tends to bring about 
better performance (Bhuian, Menguc & Bell, 2005; 
Grinstein, 2008), and recommended that 
examination ought to concentrate on the blends of 
strategic orientation in dynamic environment 
(Aloulou & Fayolle, 2005; Li, Zhao, Tan &Liu, 
2008). In the literature, frequently discussed 
strategic orientations are market, learning, 
innovation, entrepreneurial and employee, which 
have relationship with organizational performance 
(Grinstein, 2008; Hult & Ketchen, 2001; Hussian, 
Azhar & Shahid, 2013; Liu, Luo, & Shi, 2002). 
However, this study will focus on market and 
entrepreneurial orientations reasoned the prevailing 
inconsistency in their relationship with 
organizational performance.  
Since the remarkable research work of 
Kohli and Jaworski (1990) and Narver and Slater 
(1990), research stream dedicated to examined the 
relationship between market orientation and 
organizational performance which yielded and 
mixed results ranging from positive (Harris & 
Ogbonna, 2001; Hult, Snow, & Kandemir, 2003; 
Jaworski & Kohli, 1993) to weak or non-significant 
results (Han, Kim, & Srivastava, 1998; Harris, 
2001; Langerak, 2003). Likewise, the another most 
frequently research orientation is entrepreneurial 
orientation with organizational performance 
relationship reported with positive significant 
relationship (e.g. Hult et al., 2003; Lumpkin & 
Dess, 2001; Miller, 1983; Wiklund, 1999; Wiklund 
& Shepherd, 2005; Zahra & Covin, 1995) as well 
as non-significant relationship (e.g. Covin, Slevin, 
& Schultz, 1994; George, Wood, & Khan, 2001). 
Further, scholars such as, Baker and Sinkula, 
(1999); Liu et al., (2002); Slater and Narver, 
(1995), questioned the indirect link between 
strategic orientations and different organizational 
structures. So there is clear inconsistency in the 
results pertaining to connection between the 
strategic orientations and organizational 
performance. Further, strategic orientations and 
structure/type appears to be inconsistent and is 
extremely basic to comprehend useful viability of 
strategic orientations on firm's superior 
performance. Therefore, considering some other 
influencers for streamlining the connection seems 
important for the precision of the relationship 
between strategic orientations and firm's superior 
performance.  
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Considering the prevailing gap, this paper 
proposes the presence of the relationship between 
strategic orientation and organizational 
performance though literature survey and also 
suggests that organizational structure type has a 
critical part in influencing this relationship. To 
broaden this contention, the paper will first clarify 
the two generally referred types of strategic 
orientation (i.e. market and entrepreneurial 
orientation) and their relationship with 
organizational performance. Afterwards, 
organizational structure types (i.e. organic and 
mechanistic) and their impact on the strategic 
orientation –organizational performance 
relationship will be discussed. Finally, the study 
will conclude with proposed conceptual 
framework.   
Strategic Orientations and organizational 
performance  
The key objective of organizational 
management research is to anticipate and explain 
organizational performance (Ketchen, Hult, & 
Slater, 2007). Similarly, strategy is considered 
foundation for accomplishing organizational 
competitive advantage and organizational 
performance. Whereas the competitive strategy, 
sometimes referred as strategic fit, strategic choice 
or strategic orientation (Morgan and Solid, 2003), 
are characterized as the course of actions for an 
organization as a source for accomplishing superior 
performance (Gatingnon & Xuereb, 1997). In line 
with prevailing gap, in the subsequent sections the 
two important strategic orientations and their link 
with organizational performance is discussed.  
Market orientation 
Earlier researchers maintained that market 
orientation is the important and critical strategic 
orientation which delineates positive connection 
with organizational performance (Fritz, 1996; Hult 
& Ketchen, 2001; Hult, Hurley & Night, 2004; 
Narver & Slater, 1990). Few scholars established 
connection of market orientation by joining its few 
components. However, recent trend in literature 
integrates market orientation form either behavioral 
or a cultural viewpoint. The behavioral aspect is 
based on the information gathered through different 
activities, as create, spread and react (Kohli & 
Jaworski, 1990). Whereas, the social aspect 
concentrates on the organizational criteria based 
upon values that support behaviors that are 
compatible with market, for example, client and 
competitor orientations and inter-functional 
coordination (Al-Mohammad, 2010; Altuntaş, 
Semercioz & Eregez, 2013; Narver & Slater, 1990; 
Kirca, 2011; Tutar, Nart & Bingöl 2015). Scholars 
have accorded that the organizational culture of 
market-focused firms is on their behaviors and 
activities such as information gathering, taking into 
consideration the present and future needs of the 
clients, organizational responsiveness and 
functional coordination (Deshpande' & Farley, 
1999; Slater & Narver, 1994).   
The literature on market orientation and 
organizational performance relationship, though 
came up with varying results. However, majority of 
the studies show positive relationship (Agarwal, 
Erramilli & Dev, 2003; Ahmad, 2011; Boso, 
Nathaniel, Cadogan & Story, 2012; Cano, Carrillat, 
Jaramillo, 2004; Chin, Lo & Ramayah, 2013; 
Kirca, Jayachandran & Bearden, 2005; Rodrigues 
& Pinho, 2012; Shoham, Rose & Kropp, 2005). For 
instance, Boso et al., (2012) found positive 
connection between export market orientation and 
sales. The study conducted by Rodrigues and Pinho 
(2012) highlighted client /customer relationship 
management and organization innovativeness in 
service sector through market orientation, which 
resulted as positive enhancer. Conceptual, meta-
explanatory reviews as well as empirical studies 
confirm the affirmative relationship between 
market orientation and organizational performance 
(Ahmad, 2011; Cano et al., 2004; Chin et al., 2013; 
Kirca, et al., 2005; Shoham et al., 2005). Further, 
Narver and Slater (1990) and Slater and Narver 
(1994) found a positive association between 
financial performance (return on investment). 
Similarly, Agarwal et al., (2003) found positive 
association between market orientation financial 
performance (profitability and market share) and 
non-financial performance (e.g., service quality, 
customer satisfaction and employee satisfaction), 
however, they found that this relationship is 
mediated by organizational innovation. Therefore, 
we conclude that market orientation is positively 
related with organizational performance. 
Entrepreneurial orientation  
Entrepreneurial orientation is 
organizational capability which improves 
organizations proactive strategic orientation 
(innovativeness and risk-taking capacities) to 
secure technological innovation (Masona, 
Floreania, Miania, Beltrame & Cappelletto, 2015; 
Otero-Neira, Lindman, & Fernandez, 2009; Zehir, 
Can & Karaboga, 2015). Zhang and Bruning 
(2011) highlighted the implication of 
entrepreneur’s personal attributes. Entrepreneur’s 
personal attributes combined with firm's risk taking 
capacity, enhances the organizational learning 
ability, pro-active ability, and innovativeness 
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(Becherer & Maurer, 1997; Bhuian et al., 2005; 
Gima & Ko, 2001;).  
The relationship and effect of 
entrepreneurial orientation on organizational 
performance has gained considerable attention in 
literature (Messersmith & Wales, 2011; Wang & 
Altinay, 2012). The study conducted by Zhang and 
Bruning (2011) examined direct as well as indirect 
link between personal attributes (internal locus of 
control, need for cognition, and need for 
achievement) and organizational financial 
performance and found positive impact. In 
addition, authors (e.g. Bhuian et al., 2005; Hult et 
al., 2004; Slater & Narver, 1995), claimed that the 
entrepreneurial attributes improve organizational 
change and revitalization activities which results in 
developing new capabilities. Further, these 
attributes and activities also exploit opportunities 
that are main thrust of management for 
organizational growth (Hussian et al., 2013).  
The results of entrepreneurial orientation 
and organizational performance are mixed. For 
instance, the studies conducted by Moreno and 
Casilas, (2008) found this entrepreneurial 
orientation is positively related with firm growth. 
Relatedly, Simon, Stachel and Covin (2011) found 
its positive relationship with sales growth. 
Likewise, Nandamuri and Gowthami, (2013) in 
their study on SMEs found strong positive 
relationship between entrepreneurial orientation 
and firm income. However, on the other hand, this 
has been argued that this relationship in different 
context may result in non-liner, insignificant or 
even negative (Andersen, 2010; Kreiser, Marino, 
Kuratno & Weaver, 2013; Runyan, Droge, & 
Swinney, 2008). However, since the majority of the 
studies support positive relationship it can be 
assumed that the firm performance would have 
positively associated with firm performance.  
As mentioned earlier that no single 
generic strategy that provides an optimal result for 
all business organizations. Changing business 
environmental impact on organizations and more; 
therefore, it becomes necessary for organizations, 
specifically the small organizations, to use a careful 
combination of contingency variables and decision-
making structure to obtain optimal performance 
(Chung, Wang & Huang, 2012). Therefore, in the 
following section the organizational structure is 
considered as moderating variable in the strategic 
orientation (market and entrepreneurial) and 
organizational performance.  
Organizational Structures as Moderator   
Organizations are complex, multifaceted 
and paradoxical phenomenon (Morgan, 1998). 
Some researchers’ approach towards organizations 
is different from others. As few, consider 
organization like a machine having predefined 
goals, institutionalized procedures and known 
outputs and objectives (Taylor, 1911). Others take 
it as organism (Katz & Kahn, 1978) having 
interaction with environment and have the capacity 
to be versatile and adopt change as the environment 
changes. Therefore, gaining competitive advantage 
will be difficult without considering the 
organizational structure.  
Structures can be classified in different 
types, however, in the standard literature, 
mechanistic and organic are repeatedly discussed 
(Burns & Stalker, 1961; Slevin & Covin, 1997). 
Mechanistic structure denotes rigid, tight, and 
bureaucratic structural approach characterized with 
centralized power, rigid hierarchical channels of 
communications, uniformed managerial styles, 
formalized job descriptions, formal rules and 
regulations for decision making. On the other hand, 
organic structure denotes flexible, loose, 
decentralized structures. This type of structure is 
characterized by decentralized power, 
comparatively open and flexible communication 
channels, and formal rules and regulations less 
likely adopted in helping employees accomplish 
goals (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003). It has been 
noted that most organizations demonstrate varying 
degree of both forms of structure (Burns & Stalker, 
1961). Thus, these two structures are treated as a 
continuum (Dickson et al., 2006). 
Kohli and Jaworski (1990) argued that 
organizational structure can enhance or impede the 
market orientation –organization performance link. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that market 
orientation and organizational performance would 
be diverge in the two distinct types of structures 
discussed above. Slater and Narver (1995) 
conceptualized that market orientation is a key 
factor of organizational culture and structure as an 
element of organizational climate and they argued 
that synergistic relationship exists among the 
elements of culture and climate to enhance firm 
performance. As market orientation contributes to 
firm performance through responsiveness to 
changing customer needs and preferences. 
Therefore, in case of mechanistic structure 
(centralized power, rigid hierarchical channels of 
communications, uniformed managerial styles, 
formalized job descriptions, formal rules and 
regulations for decision making), organization will 
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fail to meet the changing customer needs and 
preferences, resulting in losing business 
opportunities and decease in organizational 
performance.  In contrast, if the structure is organic 
in nature, (where employees are empowered to take 
taken to certain extent, are able to communicate 
and analyze market information, and respond 
correspondingly due flexibility of rules), 
organization can respond and avail the business 
opportunity and enhance the organizational 
performance. Therefore, it can be concluded that 
relationship of market orientation and 
organizational will be mediated by structural type, 
i.e. organic structure enhances whereas mechanistic 
structure decease the influence of market 
orientation.    
 
Summary and Conclusion  
As strategy is source of competitive 
advantage for organizations, similarly strategic 
orientation delineates pathways to the organization 
for shaping behaviors that can deliver superior 
performance (Bhuian, et al, 2005; Grinstein, 2008; 
Hakala, 2011). The association between strategic 
orientation and structure is natural. Organizational 
structure is established through its basic qualities 
supported by the leaders thinking that impact the 
organizational performance (Miller, 1988). Further, 
considering the finding it can be concluded that the 
strategic fit between organizational structures and 
strategic orientations is essential while developing 
strategies for the achieving organizational. In spite 
of the past research findings, no strategic 
orientation fit for all with the fact that every 
strategic orientation has its own particular 
parameters, characteristics and contextual 
prerequisites to fit into the environment of the 
organization. 
The literature review proposes link 
between strategic orientation and structures and 
implies that the connection amongst strategic 
orientations and organizational performance is 
unclear without considering appropriateness with 
organizational structure. This study explained the 
attributes of two most referred strategic 
orientations (i.e. market and entrepreneurial 
orientation), and proposes rational relationship of 
each with appropriate organizational performance. 
Further the study established moderating influence 
of two primary structures (mechanistic and 
organic) on the relationship between two main 
strategic orientations- and organizational 
performances.  
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